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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Terry Bunch appeals the district court's order denying relief on his
42 U.S.C. § 1983 (1994) complaint. Bunch's appeal was not filed
within thirty days of the district court's judgment order dismissing his
complaint, but was filed within thirty days of the court's order deny-
ing Bunch's motion to alter the court's judgment. Moreover, although
Bunch described his motion as a Rule 59(e) motion it is properly con-
strued as a motion filed under Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(b), because it was
not filed within ten days of the court's original judgment. See In re
Burnley, 988 F.2d 1, 3 (4th Cir. 1992). Bunch's appeal is therefore
timely only as to the order denying his motion, see Fed. R. App. 4,
and our jurisdiction is limited to review of the district court's order
denying Bunch's motion. Burnley, 988 F.2d at 3.

Bunch's motion alleged that the district court's original order failed
to address his claims with respect to a particular Defendant. In deny-
ing the motion, the district court explained that its decision held that
Bunch suffered no violation of his constitutional rights, which effec-
tively precluded liability on the part of every Defendant in this action.
Moreover, the court concluded that Bunch's claims as to the remain-
ing Defendant were speculative.

We have reviewed the record and find that the district court did not
abuse its discretion in denying Bunch's motion. See NOW v. Opera-
tion Rescue, 47 F.3d 667, 669 (4th Cir. 1995). Bunch's motion raised
no new legal issues and the arguments asserted in his motion were
both conclusory and speculative. Accordingly, although we grant
leave to proceed in forma pauperis, we deny Bunch's motion for
appointment of counsel and affirm the order of the district court. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and argu-
ment would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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